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IDfiNTIPIERjS, 

ABSTRACT . , ^ 

A model bf persuasion suggests that indiviiuals 
comply with a prediction of their behavior because they are persuaded 
by that prediction; a model of threat suggests that they defy 
prediction because of its threat of control.' College students with 
either internal (!l=20) or external (N=20V loci 6f. control were 
informed of the a^ccuracy of the experimenter's purported prediction 
of thpir previous choices between pairs of inkblot cards. Predictions 
were either personal' (based on personality tests) or impersonal 
(based on group norms), A control group of ten internals and ten- 
^externals was not -informed of the ptedictions. All subjects then • 
rated each card one at 4 time.^The-measure of compl-lance or defiance 
consisted of the mean ratings, of the predic*;ed cards minus the mean 
ratings of the unpredicted ca'rds. Results revealed a significant 
two-way interaction of locus of control and locus of prediction. 
Externals complied with impersonal predictions and defied personal 
predictl^ons; internals comjiiied with 'personal predictions and defied 
impersonal prediction; (NRB) ' 
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Do people comply with a prediction of their behavior. bec^ 
are persuaded by it, or do they defy it, because of "psiichoTogical reactanc*e" 
(Brehm, 1966) to its threat of jcontrol? Which of these models, persuasior^. 
or threat, applies to predictions of our behavior? Does it depend on ; 
•charactertstics of the prediction such' as its accuracy, jor its biding perso- 
nal or itfl'personaU or on characteristics of the predictee, such as locus < 
of control (Rotter, 1966)? Is there an interaction of these variables in 
determining whether ihe person^ responds to the prediction with compliance 
or defiance? What are the impliccitions of viewing predictions as either 

persuasive or threatening? These are some of the questions I try to answer 

^ ' ■/::■'•/■'■ ■ " ' ' ■ ' ■ /.■ . ■ ■ 

in this papery /• 

If a prediction is persuasive, it should be similar in its antecedents 
and consequerices io other persuasive communications. For example, Sherman 



(1973) found tjj|t only eSiternal locu§ of control subjects comply with impersp- 
nal persuas/ion, which is aiifled at everyone, whereas only internals; comply - 
with personal persuasion, which is aimed only'at specific individuals. Tor 
what I am/calling personal persuasion, Sherman used co'unter-attitudihal essays 
in forced compliance paradigm, and found that, internals took responsibility, 
for this personal self-persuasive message, which persuaded them either through 
a process of 'cognitive dissonancerredticfion (Festinger, 1957) or'through self- 



perception (Bern, 1967). Thej^efbre, if predicti^rfsTare persuasive, only 

externals should comply with impersonal "predictionsU which are aimed at ■ 
> everyone, 'whereas only inteVnals stouW-Gompbr^wi^^^^^ 

which are aimed at specific individuals (including', but not 1 jmi^ed tb, . 

the'self). (See tables) ' ' \ : -^ylf^' ■ 

Now, if predictions are threatening, they should hive similar ante-f 

cedents and consequences as other threats. For example, cherul hi k and 
. Citrin (1974), using their Interpretation ^f locus of control and reattaVice 

theory, hypothesized and found that only externals showed rjjad'tancfe- to im 

. , ■■ ■' ' ■■ . ' ■ , ■ ■ 

personal threats, which are a'imed at everyone, whereas <jRly' interna Is showed 
. ' ■ ■: ■■■ / , ■ .■■ ■■. ■ ■ \ ' ' ■ ■ :'v^ 

reactance to personal threats, which are aimed at specific i-ndividuals. They 

' . ■ ' ■ " ■ . ■ ■ ' ■ ■ ■ ■ ' ■ '. ■' ■ 

claimed this was because one shows reactance only to threats which concet^n 

V that over which one believes one generally has control. Althouglj^^s ihterr 

ypretation of reactance theory and locus of control is debatahl 

:po^^sibility that Cherulnik and Citrin's (1974) results may: ha 

pretest differences in their groups v vie sjiall use their finding 

of .threat. Therefare, if iiredictions are threatening, only .exte»^r|i 

defy impersonal predictions, which are aimed at everyone, whereals .onlyl 

ternals should defy personal predictions, which are aimed -only at speWic, 





Individuals.' (See tables) , ; . ' 1 ,, 

Which of these models, persuasion or threat^ applies to predictions? 
Because these models offer. opposing hyp'Otheses in^ te»*ms of the interaction 
_ of locus of control and locus -of prediction (i.e., personal -impersonal) on 

' compl iance or defiance to predictions , we/must determine under what conditions 

' . ■ , ' , ^ . ■ ' \ ■ ' '''' ■ ■ ■ , ' ' 

each model is' applicable or at least which produces the dominant net effect. 

One variable which might distinguish between these two models is the 
accuracy of the. prediction. Rozen (1970) found that people comply with in-, y 
^;^oniBet^predi ctions' because they ^ them, whereas people defy 



corre'^^ predkt\ons t>tftf3iJse they are threatened ty them. Therefore, Sherman's 
(1973) fimiifligs w^"th •p)5rsuasion may apply only to incorrect ^redictvons, 
whereas Cherulnik and Citrin's findings with threat may apply only to correct 
predictions; This is consistent with .the fact that Sherman used only 'counter- 
attitudinal persuasive messages, which are analogous to incorrect predictions. 

whereas Cherulnik and Citrin threatened only a proattitudinal choice, which 

••■ • . ■ , , '. ■ ■ p. - . • , • .-. . ' 

IS analagous to.a correct prediction. ' o * 

„ • ' , ' ' ^ ' • ' »' — '•<Tw-.i— — *. ■ . * * ' * 

Therefore, a three-way interaction of l6cu3 of- control, locus of pre- 
. diction,, and accuracy of prediction was hypfehesi zed- such that incorrect' 
predictions should produce the compliance only of externals to impersonal 
•predictions and the compliance pnly of internalS^to personal predictio^Sj 
whereas correct predictions sRould produce the i3efiance only of externals - • 
of impersonal ; predictions and .the defiance- only of internals of persDnal 
predictions^ Tlee^tables) " 

^lil/ofder to test these hypotheseis, twenty internal and twenty external 
college students,Hfter indica-ting preferences Within five pairs of inkblot 
cards, were Informed, of pur^jorted predictions of their choices, which were 
either correct or incarrect, and e.ither personal (i,e;, b^sed on- personality 
tests) .or impejrsonal (i.e., based on group norms). In a coiitrol group," ten 
. inteijnals and ten externals„_indi gated preferences but were not told of any 
^predictions. .Then all subjects rated the cards one at a time. The measure 

af compliance or defiance was the mean ratings of Jhe predicted cards mifius • 
. the mean ratings of the uripredicted cards. (See table's) ' • * 

: An analysis of "variance revealed only a-two-way interaction (p < ,.01 ) 
of I'ocus of control and locu's of prediction, rather than a three-way i-n-ter- 
actipn, and no main effects. After conapsing over the" Accuracy of Prediction 
•variable, planned cbitipari sons supported the following. conci^*ons:\ only 
externals comply with impersonal .prediction's and defy personal predictions'. 



Whereas only internals comply witfi personal^ predictions and def^ i^ 
predictions. (See. tables) .' The correlation' between locus of^control ahd 

the gratings, was si gnificiintly positive (r = .61, p < .05) for the impersonal- 

- ■■■■ ^,1 ■■ ■ ■■ ' ; ■■■•■V a . f ■ . • 

predic1|ioiis, anrf i^ was §ighificaritly negative (r = -.57, p <\05) for thfe' ' 

persona|-precJictions. > ,^ 

■.Sftl4hough ^these/results aj^e inconsistent with those of Cherulnik and_ 

Citrin, jthe theoretical and methodological weal^nesses of their study have - 

already )been mentioned, and the resul ts'seem more consistent with the concepts 

of interiality and e)<ternality. One may be more threii^n6d by events tisually 

not, under his/her Qoritrbl . ^^^^ ^ ' ' ^ ' ' 

•^urj^her research is now underway" to generalize these findings to 'the 

effects ipf se^ 1980) and to. the effects of personality' 

assessmjartt feedback. These results mSy be applied'to attitude and behavior 

change j?iipduced by predictions and. feedback in settings suth as e'xperiments, • 

psychotherapy, public polling, advertising, and education. - . . 
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